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earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 
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1 )KI Responsive to communication(s) filed on 19 March 2008 . 
2a )^ This action is FINAL. 2b)D This action is non-final. 

3) D Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 11, 453 O.G. 213. 
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4) ^ Claim(s) 1-31 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) 21-31 is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) |EI Claim(s) 1-20 is/are rejected. 
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8) D Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 
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10) D The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)D accepted or b)D objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1.85(a). 
Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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20 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3.Q Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 
application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-12 and 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kledzik (US 5,266,912) in view of Wenzel et al (US 5,635,767). 

3. Regarding claim 1, Kledzik (e.g. figs. 1-3) A multi-chip module (MCM) 
comprising: a first integrated circuit (IC) chip 13 on a substrate 17/51; a first ground 
plane 33 coupled to the first IC chip; a second IC chip 17 on the substrate17/52; and a 
second ground plane 21/33 coupled to the second IC chip. Kledzik does not disclose 
that the first ground plane is physically separated and electrically isolated from the 
second ground plane. However, Wenzel discloses that a first and second ground 
planes physically and electrically separated (claim 9). It would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skills in the art at the time of the invention to isolate the first and 
second planes of Kledzik as suggested by Wenzel to avoid noise and cross coupling. 

4. Regarding claim 2, Kledzik shows that the first and second ground planes is 
coupled to at least one external lead 27 of the MCM. 

5. Regarding claim 3, Kledzik shows that the at the first and second ground planes 
is is formed as respective trace on the substrate. 
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6. Regarding claim 4, Kledzik shows that the at the first and second ground planes 
is substantially rigid (col. 2/lls. 36-59). Note that substrate retains it shape at normal 
condition. 

7. Regarding claim 5, Kledzik shows that the at the first and second ground planes 
is substantially flexible (col. 2/lls. 36-59). Note that the layer comprises a cu layers 
formed on a polyimide layer. This type of structure can be considered flexible since both 
of the layers exhibit some degree of flexibility. 

8. Regarding claim 6, Kledzik shows that the first and second planes are comprise 
a strip of conductive material (col. 2/lls. 36-59). 

9. Regarding claim 7, Kledzik shows that the first and second planes are comprise 
a layer of conductive material (col. 2/lls. 36-59). 

10. Regarding claim 8, Kledzik shows that the first and second planes comprise a 
substantially solid layer of conductive material (col. 2/lls. 36-59). 

11. Regarding claim 9, Kledzik teaches that the first and second ground planes 
comprise a grid of conductive material. Note that the ground plane is part of a ping grid 
array. 

12. Regarding claims 10 and 11, Kledzik shows that the first chip is bonded/attached 
to the first ground plane, and the second chip is bonded/attached to the second ground 
plane. Note that the chips are connected to the upper layers that are bonded/attached 
to the ground planes. 

13. Regarding claims 12 and 14, Kledzik shows that the first and second chips 
comprise DRAMS (col. 1 /lis. 15-27). 
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14. Regarding claim 15, Kledzik shows that the first and second chips are application 
specific integrated circuits (e.g. ROM, SRAM, DRAM; col. 1/lls. 15-27). 

15. Regarding claim 16, Kledzik shows one of the first and second chips is coupled 
to a plurality of input/output connectors 27 of the MCM and the other of the first and 
second chips is not coupled to any input/output connectors of the MCM. In this case, the 
chips of the package 53 can be recognized as the second chip. 

16. Regarding claim 17, Kledzik shows that the first chip is coped to the second chip 
via at least one trace 43. 

17. Regarding claims 18 and 19, Kledzik shows that at least one of the first and 
second chips may be tested without affecting operation of the other of the first and 
second chips in the MCM. Note that packages are independent units. Therefore, they 
can be independently tested. 

18. Regarding claim 20, Kledzik first power plane coupled to the first IC chip; and a 
second power plane couple to the second IC chip (col. 7/lls. 15-25). 

19. Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Kledzik 
(US 5,266,912) in view of Wenzel et al (US 5,635,767) further in view of Wolf. 

20. Kledzik in view of Wenzel shows most aspects of the instant invention including 
chips attached to the first and second ground planes. However, Kledzik in view of 
Wenzel does not disclose that solder balls (flip chip technique) can be used as 
connection means. Nonetheless, the use of solder balls as connection means is 
considered an obvious design choice and it is not patentable unless unobvious or 
unexpected results are obtained from these changes. It appears that these changes 
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produce no functional differences and therefore would have been obvious. Note In re 
Leshin, 125 USPQ 416. For example, the advantages of flip chip bonding (solder ball or 
C4) are: 1) the entire chip surface can be covered with solder bumps. In other words, 
bonding locations are not limited to the chip perimeter, thus more I/O capability is 
provided than by a perimeter interconnections on a die with the same size, and 2) the 
very short lengths of the chip to package interconnection paths minimizes their 
inductance (see Wolf pages 857-8). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill 
in the art at the time the invention was made to use solder balls to make the electrical 
connections of the device disclosed by Kledzik in view of Wenzel in order to provide 
more I/O capability and to minimizes the inductance as taught Wolf. 



Response to Arguments 

21 . Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

22. In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections 
are based on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d413, 208 
USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 
1986). 

23. In response to applicant's argument that the examiner's conclusion of 
obviousness is based upon improper hindsight reasoning, it must be recognized that 
any judgment on obviousness is in a sense necessarily a reconstruction based upon 
hindsight reasoning. But so long as it takes into account only knowledge which was 
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within the level of ordinary skill at the time the claimed invention was made, and does 
not include knowledge gleaned only from the applicant's disclosure, such a 
reconstruction is proper. See In re McLaughlin, 443 F.2d 1392, 170 USPQ 209 (CCPA 
1971). In this case, the use of ground plane to reduce cross talk is within the general 
knowledge of one having ordinary skills in the art (see teaching reference 
20030009873, pp 0029). 

Conclusion 

24. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

25. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Leonardo Andujar whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1912. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon through Thu from 9:00 AM to 
7:30 PM EST. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Sue Purvis can be reached on 571-272-1236. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Leonardo Andujar/ Leonardo Andujar 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2826 Primary Examiner 

Art Unit 2826 
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